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Abstract

Score tests have the advantage of requiring estimation alone of the model restricted by the null

hypothesis, which often is much simpler than models defined under the alternative hypothesis.

This is typically so when the alternative hypothesis involves inequality constraints. However,

existing score tests address only jointly testing all parameters of interest; a leading example is

testing all ARCH parameters or variances of random coefficients being zero or not. In such testing

problems rejection of the null hypothesis does not provide evidence on rejection of specific elements

of parameter of interest. This paper proposes a class of one-sided score tests for testing a model

parameter that is subject to inequality constraints. Proposed tests are constructed based on the

minimum of a set of p-values. The minimand includes the p-values for testing individual elements

of parameter of interest using individual scores. It may be extended to include a p-value of existing

score tests. We show that our tests perform better than/or perform as good as existing score tests in

terms of joint testing, and has furthermore the added benefit of allowing for simultaneously testing

individual elements of parameter of interest. The added benefit is appealing in the sense that it

can identify a model without estimating it. We illustrate our tests in linear regression models,

ARCH and random coefficient models. A detailed simulation study is provided to examine the

finite sample performance of the proposed tests and we find that our tests perform well as expected.

JEL classification: C12.
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1. Introduction

Score tests were originally proposed by Rao (1948). They are also known as Lagrange multiplier

(LM) tests due to the work of Aitchison and Silvey (1958) and Silvey (1959). Score tests have the

advantage of requiring only estimate of the model restricted by the null hypothesis, which often

is much simpler than models defined under the alternative hypothesis. This advantage becomes

more attractive when models defined under the alternative hypothesis are subject to inequality

constraints that complicate model estimation and statistical inference. One-sided tests are more

appropriate than two-sided tests when dealing with inequality constraint (see, e.g., Andrews (2001),

Francq and Zakoian (2009), Ketz (2018) and Cavaliere et al. (2020) and the early literature therein).

One-sided score tests have been studied by many authors, including Gouriéroux et al. (1982), Wolak

(1989a,b), Lee and King (1993), Silvapulle and Silvapulle (1995), King and Wu (1997), Demos and

Sentana (1998) and Andrews (2001). However, existing one-sided score tests are designed for

jointly testing on the parameter of interest. For example, they can be used for testing the null

hypothesis of no autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity (ARCH) effects by assessing whether

all the ARCH parameters are jointly zero.

This paper proposes what we term ‘MinP score’ tests, where the test statistic is the minimum of

a set of p-values. The minimand includes the p-values for testing individual elements of parameter

of interest using individual scores. Importantly, the set may be extended to include a p-value of

existing score tests. We shall show that, compared with existing tests, our tests have a competitive

power. In addition, our test can have the further benefit of allowing, under some regularity condi-

tions, for simultaneously testing individual components of the parameter of interest. For instance,

when testing for ARCH the practitioner is able to detect which individual ARCH parameters are

non-zero. In contrast, rejection of non-ARCH effects by existing tests does not reveal the evi-

dence of which of the individual ARCH parameters are non-zero. This added benefit is appealing

in particular as it allows for model identification within nested models through testing, without

estimating candidate models except the model defined under the null hypothesis. To the best of

our knowledge, no existing tests allow for model identification using only the restricted estimate

under the null hypothesis.
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The competitiveness of our proposed tests with regard to joint testing on the parameter of in-

terest is supported by the admissibility property we establish. Our admissibility result is applicable

to a sort of combined tests for one-sided testing that includes the extended MaxT (EMaxT) tests

recently proposed by Lu (2016). With regard to testing individual components of the parameter of

interest, it is important to take into account multiplicity of Type I error (cf. Romano et al., 2010).

We adopt the family wise error rate (FWER), i.e. the probability of wrongly rejecting at least one

true individual hypotheses, for the Type I error control and show that the FWER control can be

achieved under certain condition.

We illustrate our tests using three examples, all relevant in applications: linear regression

models, ARCH models and random coefficient models. In the linear regression model example, we

show that our tests can be used for selecting variables that only exert non-negative marginal effects

on the dependent variable, as well as jointly testing if any such effects exist. In this application, the

FWER is asymptotically controlled under conditions required for usual Type I error control in joint

testing. Variable selection through testing in linear regression models has gained much interest

in the recent literature (see, e.g., McKeague and Qian (2015) and related discussion papers).

Our tests add contributions to the literature. In the context of ARCH (and random coefficient)

models, we show our tests may be used for testing ARCH (and random coefficient) effects and

selecting ARCH (and random coefficient) models if non-ARCH (non-random coefficient) effect is

rejected. We provide sufficient conditions that lead to the asymptotic control of FWER in ARCH

(and random coefficient) models. Simulation studies are carried out to compare finite sample

performance of our tests with existing one-sided score tests in terms of joint testing, as well as the

performance in model identification.

Structure of the paper

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section we set up a general

framework under maximisation of an objective function and introduce some assumptions. We

provide a result of the limiting normal distribution for function of scores that serves as a basis for

constructing our tests. Section 3 presents our MinP score tests and focus on illustrating them for

joint testing. Section 4 studies multiple testing by our tests. Section 5 provides three applications
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and conducts the simulation study. Concluding remarks are made in Section 6. Technical proofs

are provided in the appendix.

Notation

The following notation is used throughout the paper. Denote by
p−→ convergence in probability

and by
d−→ convergence in distribution. Let Ck = [0,∞)k and C+

k = (0,∞)k. Denote by Ik the

k-dimension identity matrix and 0k the k × 1 vector of 0 (we may simply use I and 0 without

indicating the dimension if no confusion is deemed to arise). For a matrix B, Bij indicates its

(i, j)-th element. Similarly, for a vector s, si indicates its i-th element. A parameter symbol

used in a subscript indicates the partitioned component(s) of a vector or a matrix corresponding

to parameter involved. For example, s = (sγ : sψ) indicates the partition of s according to the

parameter (γ : ψ). Jγψ is the left top corner block of J corresponding to γ and ψ. When an

inequality operation is applied to vector(s) it means an elementwise relationship. Finally, 1(·)

denotes the usual indicator function and ‖·‖ denotes the Euclidean norm.

2. Set up

Let YT be the data at sample size T and lT (θ) be the estimator objective function (e.g., the

likelihood function) that depends on YT and the q dimensional parameter θ. With θ partitioned

as θ = (γ′, ψ′)′, interest is in inference on the k × 1 vector γ, with ψ being a vector of nuisance

parameters. We assume that a subset of γ may lie on the boundary of the parameter space, with all

the remaining elements of γ being interior points. Specifically, with the partition γ = (γ′1, γ
′
2)′, we

assume that the first subset γ1 ∈ Ck1 , γ2 ∈ C+
k−k1 and ψ ∈ Ψ ⊂ Rq−k for some 1 ≤ k1 ≤ k ≤ q <∞.

That is, γ1 may be on the boundary of the cone Ck1 while γ2 is assumed to be an interior point of

the cone Ck−k1 . The parameter space is denoted by Θ(k1) = Ck1 × C+
k−k1 × Ψ, and Θ(k) implies

C+
k−k1 = ∅ (with k1 = k).

We consider two inference problems. The first, which we label ‘joint testing’ or ‘global testing’

interchangeably, concerns testing the null hypothesis H0 : γ = 0. This testing problem is compli-

cated by the fact that under the null γ is on the boundary of the parameter space. The second is
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model selection, i.e. identification of the non-zero elements of γ once the global null hypothesis is

rejected. This inference problem requires to deal with multiple testing on the elements of γ.

Let θ0 = (γ′01, γ
′
02, ψ

′
0)′ denote the true value of θ ∈ Θ(k1). Consider the parameter space

restricted by

Θ̄(k1) = {0}k1 × C+
k−k1 ×Ψ ⊂ Θ(k1).

Let θ̃(k1) be the restricted parameter estimator, which satisfies

lT (θ̃(k1)) = sup
θ∈Θ̄(k1)

lT (θ) + op(1) (2.1)

Remark 1. Note that (2.1) is a weaker requirement than lT (θ̃(k1)) = supθ∈Θ̄(k1) lT (θ). This allows

for θ̃(k1) not being the exact solution that maximises lT (θ) in the constrained space Θ̄(k1).

We define θ̄0 = (0′k1 , γ̄
′
02, ψ̄

′
0)′ as plimT→∞θ̃(k1) ∈ Θ̄(k1) and denote this by the “pseudo-true”

value. When γ01 = 0, clearly the pseudo-true value θ̄0 = θ0, the true value. However, when γ01 6= 0,

these differ as will be exploited below.

Denote by N(θ0, ε) = {θ : ‖θ − θ0‖ = ε < aT−1/2} for some a > 0, such that ε = O(T−1/2).

That is, N(θ0, ε) is an open sphere neighbourhood centered at θ0 with the radius ε = O(T−1/2).

Let Θε(θ0, k1) = N(θ0, ε)∩Θ(k1) and Θ̄ε(θ0, k1) = N(θ0, ε)∩ Θ̄(k1). Denote furthermore by sT (θ) =

∂lT (θ)/∂θ the score function and by JT (θ) = −∂2lT (θ)/∂θ∂θ′ the negative Hessian matrix. We

make the following assumption throughout.

Assumption 1. With θ ∈ Θ(k1), assume that lT (θ) has continuous derivatives with respect to θ

of order two, but lT (θ) has continuous right partial derivatives with respect to γ1 of order two when

γ1 is on the boundary of Ck1.

Assumption 2. Assume that

sup
θ∈Θε(θ0,k1)

∥∥T−1JT (θ)− J(θ)
∥∥→p 0,

where J(θ) is symmetric, positive definite and uniformly continuous.
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Assumption 3. T−1/2sT (θ0)
d−→ N(0,V(θ0)), where T−1sT (θ0)s′T (θ0)

p−→ V(θ0) and V(θ0) is positive

definite.

Assumption 4. With θ0 ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k1), assume θ̃(k1)− θ0 = Op(T
−1/2).

Remark 2. Without loss of generality we assume T 1/2-rate constrained estimator θ̃(k1) in this

paper.

Remark 3. When γ01 = 0; that is θ0 ∈ Θ̄ε(θ̄0, k1), Assumption 4 holds if θ̃(k1) is a T 1/2-rate

constrained estimator. When γ01 6= 0, we consider the local drifting sequences θ0 = θ̄0 + aT−1/2

for some a > 0. This implies that θ0 depends on T . To simplify notation, we do not make such

dependence explicit. Under the local drifting sequence Assumption 4 is met because

∥∥∥θ̃(k1)− θ0

∥∥∥ ≤ ∥∥∥θ̃(k1)− θ̄0

∥∥∥+
∥∥θ̄0 − θ0

∥∥ .
We now introduce a result which will be used throughout. Let

UT (θ̃(k1)) = J−1
T (θ̃(k1))sT (θ̃(k1)),

and

GT (θ̃(k1)) = J−1
T (θ̃(k1))sT (θ̃(k1))s′T (θ̃(k1))J−1

T (θ̃(k1)).

Moreover, let UT,γ1(θ) be the sub-vector of UT (θ) and GT,γ1γ1(θ) be the sub-block matrix of

GT (θ) corresponding to γ1. Because ψ is not subject to constraint in obtaining θ̃(k1) it implies

sT,ψ(θ̃(k1)) = 0. Also, sT,γ2(θ̃(k1)) = 0 as γ2 ∈ C+
k−k1 is assumed to be interior point of Ck−k1 .

Therefore,

UT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) = J−1
T,γ1γ1

(θ̃(k1))sT,γ1(θ̃(k1)),

where J−1
T,γ1γ1

(θ) is the sub-block matrix of J−1
T (θ) corresponding to γ1. The following lemma holds

for θ0 in a neighbourhood of θ̄0.

Lemma 2.1. If Assumptions 1–4 hold, then for θ0 ∈ Θ̄ε(θ̄0, k1) it follows,

T 1/2{UT,γ1(θ̃(k1))− γ01)} d−→ N(0,Gγ1γ1(θ0)), (2.2)
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where G(θ) = J−1(θ)V(θ)J−1(θ).

Our score tests for both global and multiple testings are constructed based on UT,γ(θ̃(k)),

where θ̃(k) is the constrained estimator in Θ̄(k) = {0}k ×Ψ. We do not estimate θ̃(k1) for k1 < k.

Nevertheless, Lemma 2.1 provides the theoretical basis to study the FWER in multiple testing

where the true null hypotheses may be only some of the elements of γ being zero. To illustrate let

us consider the ARCH(3) model:

εn = σnun,

σ2
n = ω + α1ε

2
n−1 + α2ε

2
n−1 + α3ε

2
n−3,

where un is assumed to be independently drawn from a random distribution with the mean 0

and variance 1 and θ = (γ′, ω)′ = (α1, α2, α3, ω)′. Our score tests are constructed based on

θ̃(k) = (0, 0, 0, ω̃)′ with γ̃ = γ̃1 = (0, 0, 0)′, γ̃2 = ∅ and ψ̃ = ω̃. In the global testing H0 : γ = 0,

Lemma 2.1 provides the null distribution of T 1/2UT,γ(θ̃(k)) for asymptotically controlling the Type

I error. In the multiple testing H0i : αi = 0, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, suppose the true null is α01 = 0,

α02 = 0 and α03 > 0. Lemma 2.1 provides the asymptotic distribution of T 1/2UT,γ1(θ̃(k1)), where

γ1 = (α1, α2)′ and γ2 = α3. Clearly, this distribution depends on not only α01 = 0 and α02 = 0,

but α03 > 0 and ω0. The FWER control requires the probability of rejecting α1 = 0 and/or α2 = 0

is bounded by a designated level. Because the researcher does not know the true θ0, the FWER

should be controlled at any possible θ0. We shall study our tests in ARCH models in more details

in Section 5.2.

In what follows, to simplify notation, θ̃ should be understood as θ̃(k); if needed, θ̃(k1) is used

to stress result holds for k1 ≤ k.

3. Joint testing

The joint testing concerns all elements of γ being 0 or not. The global null and alternative

hypotheses of interest are

H0 : θ ∈ Θ̄(k) vs H1 : θ ∈ Θ(k)\{γ = 0}. (3.1)
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Lemma 2.1 above implies UT,γ(θ̃) = γ0 +op(1). As γ0 ∈ Ck ⊂ Θ(k), it is desired for the test statistic

constructed based on UT,γ(θ̃) to reflect the cone restriction Θ(k). One may construct one-sided

tests based on the test statistic (see, e.g., Silvapulle and Sen, 2005, Sec. 3.4)

t̃c = Ū ′T,γ(θ̃)G
−1
T,γγ(θ̃)ŪT,γ(θ̃),

where

ŪT,γ(θ̃) = arg inf
u∈Ck

(UT,γ(θ̃)− u)′G−1
T,γγ(θ̃)(UT,γ(θ̃)− u),

It then follows from Lemma 2.1 that under H0

t̃c
d−→ inf

u∈Ck
(Zθ0 − u)′G−1

γ1γ1
(θ0)(Zθ0 − u),

where Zθ0 is the k-dimension multivariate normal random variable with the mean 0 and variance

Gγγ(θ0).

Alternatively, one may construct joint t type tests based on the test statistic

t̃t = d′TG
−1
T,γγ(θ̃)UT,γ(θ̃),

where

dT ∈ {h ∈ C+
k : h

′
G−1
T,γγ(θ̃)h = 1},

(see e.g., Lu, 2013, for one-sided t tests). Under H0, t̃t
d−→ N(0, 1). We suggest that dT be computed

by Algorithm 1 in Lu (2016) using the covariance GT,γγ(θ̃), so that the resulting t test has the

optimality of asymptotically maximizing the minimum power within the class of tests based on t̃t.

3.1. MinP score tests

We now discuss our proposed three MinP score tests. Let UT,γ = (UT,γ,1, ..., UT,γ,k)
′ and t̃ =

(t̃1, ..., t̃k)
′, where t̃i = UT,γ,i(θ̃)/

√
GT,γγ,ii(θ̃) and GT,γγ,ii(θ̃) is the (i, i)th-element of GT,γγ(θ̃). Let

p̃i = 1 − FT,i(t̃i), i ∈ {1, .., k}, where FT (·) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of t̃

under H0 and FT,i(·) indicates the marginal distribution corresponding to t̃i. Let FT,c(·) and FT,t(·)
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be the CDFs under H0 corresponding to t̃c and t̃t, respectively. Finally, let p̃c = 1− FT,c{t̃c} and

p̃t = 1− FT,t{t̃t}.

The first proposed MinP score test is based on the test statistic

p̃m1 = min(p̃1, ..., p̃k). (3.2)

The test statistic for the other two proposed MinP score tests is given by

p̃m2 = min(p̃g, p̃1, ..., p̃k), (3.3)

where p̃g takes the value of either p̃c or p̃t. We refer to the score test based on p̃m1 as the ‘MinP-s’

test, and the score tests based on p̃m2 using p̃c and p̃t as ‘MinP-sc’ and ‘MinP-st’ tests, respectively.

Let c̃mj(α) be the critical value at the α significance level such that for θ ∈ Θ̄(k)

lim sup
T→∞

Pr(p̃mj < c̃mj(α)) ≤ α, j = 1, 2.

We then reject H0 if p̃mj ≤ c̃mj(α); otherwise H0 is accepted. Algorithm 1 below provides an

algorithm for numerically computing p̃c, p̃t, p̃i, i = 1, ..., k, and c̃mj(α) via a valid bootstrap

method. Examples of bootstrap implementations are given in Section 5 below.

Algorithm 1.

1. For each bootstrapped sample indexed by b ∈ {1, ..., B} compute t̃bc, t̃
b
t and t̃bi , i ∈ {1, .., k}.

2. Compute the empirical p-values p̃c, p̃t and p̃i, i = 1, ..., k. For example, p̃c = B−1
∑B

b=1 1(t̃bc ≤

t̃c), where 1(·) is the usual indicator function. Similarly, compute the empirical p-values p̃bc,

p̃bt and p̃bi for each b ∈ {1, ..., B}.

3. Compute p̃bm1 = min(p̃b1, ..., p̃
b
k) and p̃bm2 = min(p̃bg, p̃

b
1, ..., p̃

b
k), b = 1, ..., B.

4. Compute the α quantile of the ordered sequence {p̃bmj, b = 1, ..., B}, j = 1, 2, as c̃mj(α).

Remark 4. Because it always holds true that p̃bm2 ≤ p̃bm1 it follows c̃m2(α) ≤ c̃m1(α).
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3.2. Admissibility

We establish the asymptotically locally admissibility property of our tests. Andrews (1996)

studied the admissibility of one-sided LR tests, Wald tests and LM tests by showing the optimal

power of the tests for a given weighting function of the parameter space under the alternative

hypothesis. A similar technique was adopted by Andrews and Ploberger (1995), Andrews et al.

(2006) and Chernozhukov et al. (2009) for the study of admissibility of rotation invariant tests.

Marden (1982, 1985) studied the admissibility of tests that combine tests of the same kind but

applied to independent samples. His admissibility results are based on the principle of Bayes tests.

Our proposed tests are a combination of different kinds of tests applied to the same sample. We

derive our admissibility result by extending the work of Birnbaum (1955) and Stein (1956) (see,

e.g., Theorem 6.7.1 of Lehmann and Romano (2005)) to the case of one-sided testing.

Let ϕ(YT ) be a {0, 1}-valued test for the global hypothesis H0. If limT→∞ supθ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k) Eθ(ϕ(YT )) ≤

α, then the test ϕ(YT ) is said to be a locally asymptotically level α test. Denote by ϕmj(YT ) =

1(p̃mj ≤ c̃mj(α)) the test function for the proposed MinP score tests. Let ϕ′mj(YT ) be a locally

asymptotically distinct test from ϕmj(YT ) such that for each θ ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k)

lim inf
T→∞

Eθ[{1− ϕ′mj(YT )}ϕmj(YT ) + ϕ′mj(YT ){1− ϕmj(YT )}] > 0. (3.4)

Note that a distinct test ϕ′mj(YT ) defined in (3.4) implies that ϕ′mj(YT ) cannot take the same values

as ϕmj(YT ) asymptotically, and the limiting acceptance region of the test ϕmj(YT ) is different from

that of ϕ′mj(YT ).

Suppose the limiting acceptance region of ϕmj(YT ) is a closed, convex and lower set E such

that if u ≤ v and v ∈ E, then u ∈ E. Define a halfspace by We,δ = {v : e′G−1
γγ (θ0)v < δ}, where

v ∈ Rk, e ∈ C\{γ = 0} and δ ∈ R. Let W = {v :
⋂
e∈C\{γ=0}We,δ}. Denote by W ∗(E) ⊆ W such

that E ⊆ W ∗(E) ⊆ W ′(E) for all W ′(E) that satisfies E ⊆ W ′(E) ⊆ W . Therefore, W ∗(E) can

be viewed as the intersection of the halfspaces We,δ ⊆ W for all e ∈ C\{γ = 0} that are tangent

with E.

The limiting acceptance region of the MinP-s test is Es(cs) = {v : v < cs}, cs > 0. Consider the

k halfspaces We,δ with e and v being the column vector of the identity matrix. Then W ∗(Es) = Es.
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For joint t tests based on t̃t the limiting acceptance region is the halfspace defined by Et(ct) = {v :

d′G−1
γγ (θ0)v < ct, d ∈ C+\{γ = 0}, ct > 0. Because that d is a column vector with positive elements

that Et cuts through the top corner of Es. Thus, for the MinP-st test the limiting acceptance

region is Est(c) = {v : Es(c)∩Et(c)}, c > 0, and W ∗(Est) = Est. For tests based on t̃c the limiting

acceptance region is Ec(cc) = {v : v′G−1
γγ (θ0)v < cc}, cc > 0. The limiting acceptance region of the

MinP-sc test is then Esc = {v : Es(cs) ∩ Ec(cc)}, where cs and cc are positive constants such that

the overall Type I error control for testing H0 by MinP-sc tests is achieved. In this case it may be

that W ∗(Esc) = Esc or W ∗(Esc) = Es (see Figure 1 for illustration).

[Figure 1 about here.]

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 ϕmj(YT ) is asymptotically admissible in the

sense that there does not exist a distinct test ϕ′mj(YT ) whose limiting acceptance region E ′ is not

contained in W ∗(Emj) such that for all θ ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k)\{γ = 0}

lim inf
T→∞

Eθϕ
′
mj(YT ) ≥ lim sup

T→∞
Eθϕmj(YT ). (3.5)

Remark 5. For MinP-s and MinP-st tests because W ∗(E) = E Theorem 3.1 suggests that there

does not exists any other test that is uniformly more powerful than MinP-s or MinP-st tests.

This is also true for MinP-sc tests if W ∗(Esc) = Esc. However, when W ∗(Esc) = Es Theorem 3.1

suggests that there does not exists another test whose limiting acceptance region is not contained

in Es, is uniformly more powerful than MinP-sc tests.

4. Multiple testing and model selection

The MinP score tests described previously may be used for simultaneously testing on individual

components of γ = (γ1, ...γk)
′. That is, consider testing multiple hypotheses

H0i : γi = 0, ψ ∈ Ψ vs H1i : γi > 0, ψ ∈ Ψ i ∈ K = {1, ..., k}. (4.1)

When a set of hypotheses is tested simultaneously it is important to control multiplicity of Type

I errors as otherwise the probability of wrongly rejecting one hypothesis increases as the number
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of true hypotheses increases. The family-wise error rate (FWER) is a widely used Type I error

probability control in multiple testing. Let

K0 = {i ∈ K : γ0i = 0}

be the set containing the indices of true H0i. The FWER is the probability of rejecting at least

one H0i, i ∈ K0 under
⋂
i∈K0

H0i. We shall show that the FWER control is bounded by α for MinP

score tests under some additional assumptions.

To illustrate, consider the following simple example. Suppose the sample {yn, n = 1, ..., T} is

independently randomly drawn from a multivariate normal distribution with mean γ and known

variance Ω. Then, the objective (log-likelihood) function is

lT (θ) ∝ −T
2

log |Ω| − 1

2

∑T

n=1
(yn − γ)′Ω−1(yn − γ).

As Ω is known, sT (γ) =
∑T

n=1 Ω−1(yn − γ), JT (γ) = TΩ−1 and UT (γ) = T−1
∑T

n=1(yn − γ).

Therefore, under H0, UT (γ̃) = T−1
∑T

n=1 yn and T 1/2UT (γ̃) ∼ N(γ,Ω). The MinP score test based

on p̃m1 is the same as MinP tests based on the sample average. In this case the joint distribution

of UT,i(γ̃), i ∈ J ⊂ K, for a subset J under
⋂
i∈J H0i is N(0,ΩJ), where ΩJ contains the blocks

of Ω corresponding to J . Obviously, the joint distribution of UT,i(γ̃) is not affected by the truth

or falsehood of the remaining H0i, i ∈ K \ J . This is an example of what is known as the subset

pivotality condition (see, e.g., Westfall and Young (1993)). As a result, the stepdown procedure

of MinP-s score tests based on p̃m1 allows for the control of the FWER. However, this may not be

the case in our set up as the covariance Gγγ(θ0) in (2.2) may depend on γ0. By setting γ = 0 as

the researcher would usually do in joint testing of the global null H0 is normally referred to as the

weak control of FWER in the literature of multiple testing, which does not guarantee the control

of the FWER in multiple testing (see, e.g., Romano and Wolf (2005)).

Let c̃J(α) be the critical value at the α significance level such that under
⋂
i∈J H0i, J ⊂ K,

lim sup
T→∞

Pr[min{p̃i(θ̃(k)), i ∈ J} < c̃J(α)] ≤ α,
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where the notation p̃i(θ̃(k)) is used to stress p̃i(θ̃(k)) is based on the estimate θ̃(k), not the estimate

by restricting γ̃i = 0, i ∈ J . Note that if J = K then c̃J(α) is equal to c̃m1(α) in the global testing.

MinP score tests for multiple testing are as follows. If the global hypothesis H0 is rejected then

order p̃i, i = 1, ..., k, as follows:

p̃(1) ≤ p̃(2) ≤ · · · ≤ p̃(k),

and let H(01), ..., H(0k) be the corresponding hypotheses. Reject H(01) if and only if p̃(1) ≤ c̃mj(α).

If H(01) is rejected one would then continue to the stepdown procedure for the remaining H(02), ...,

H(0k), as shown in Algorithm 2 below.

Algorithm 2.

1. In the first step if p̃mj > c̃mj(α) then accept H0i for all i ∈ K, and stop; otherwise continue.

2. If p̃(1) > c̃mj(α) then accept H(0i) for all i ∈ K; otherwise, reject H(01) and continue.

3. For the remaining H(0i), i ∈ {2, ..., k}, let Ki be the set of indices of the individual hypotheses

subject to testing at the ith step for i = 2, ..., k. If p̃(i) > c̃Ki(α), then accept H(0i) for all

i ∈ Ki, and stop; otherwise reject H(0i) if p̃(i) ≤ c̃mi(α) and continue until Ki is the empty

set.

Without loss of generality let the first k0 elements of γ0 containing the true H0i : γ0i = 0, i.e.,

K0 = {1, ..., k0}. When K0 = ∅, the FWER is set to 0 by default. When K0 6= ∅, let cK0(α) be

the critical value such that

cK0(α) = sup{c : lim sup
T→∞

sup
θ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0)

Pr[min{p̃i(θ̃(k0)), i ∈ K0} ≤ c] ≤ α}.

We show in Theorem 4.1 that, under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, if also Assumption 5

holds, the FWER control for MinP score tests is bounded by α.

Assumption 5. c̃Ki(α) ≤ cK0(α) + ε with probability approaching to 1 for K0 ⊆ Ki ⊆ K and any

ε > 0.

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 lim supT→∞ supθ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0) FWER ≤ α holds true

for all three proposed MinP score tests, namely, MinP-s, MinP-sc and MinP-st tests.

13



Remark 6. In some cases c̃Ki(α) may be computed once p̃bi , i ∈ {1, ..., k}, b ∈ {1, ..., B}, are

generated for computing c̃m1(α) in Algorithms 1; one simply takes p̃bi , i ∈ Ki, for computing

c̃Ki(α) without a need for further resampling. However, one needs to ensure that Assumption 5

holds under such resampling procedure.

Remark 7. For MinP-s tests based on p̃m1 the rejection of the global null hypothesis H0 means

the rejection of H(01). But for MinP-sc and MinP-st tests based on p̃m2 the rejection of H0 does

not necessarily mean the rejection of H(01); there may be the case p̃g ≤ c̃m2(α) but p̃(1) > c̃m2(α).

Therefore, MinP-s tests have an advantage over MinP-sc and MinP-st tests in the sense of what

is known as the consonance property in the literature of multiple testing which states that the

rejection of
⋂
i∈J H0i implies the rejection of at least one component H0i (see, e.g., Finner and

Strassburger (2002) and Romano et al. (2011)). However, MinP-sc and MinP-st tests may have

global power advantages in some cases as shown in our applications.

Remark 8. If H(01) is rejected by MinP-sc or MinP-st tests, then it is rejected by MinP-s tests

if c̃mj(α), j = 1, 2, is computed by Algorithm 1 as c̃m2(α) ≤ c̃m1(α) discussed in Remark 4.

Furthermore, once H(01) is rejected by MinP-s, MinP-sc and MinP-st tests, all the three tests

would have the same rejection outcome in multiple testing as they proceed to the same stepdown

procedure.

Multiple tests of the hypotheses (4.1) allow for model selection through testing. Let

K̂ = {i ∈ {1, ..., k} : p̃(i) ≤ c̃Ki(α)},

where c̃K1(α) = c̃mj(α), be the set of the indices of H0i that is rejected in the above stepdown

procedure.

Theorem 4.2. Under Assumptions 1, 3, 4 and 5 we have (i) lim supT→∞ supθ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0) Pr[(K̂ ∩

K0) 6= ∅] ≤ α, and (ii) limT→∞ Pr(K̂ ⊇ K̄0) = 1, where K̄0 = K\K0 6= ∅, for θ ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k0)\{∩i∈K0γi =

0}.

Remark 9. The result in Theorem 4.2(i) says that the supremum of the probability of at least one

true γ0i = 0, i ∈ K0, being selected in K̂ is asymptotically bounded above by the designated level
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α.

Remark 10. The result in Theorem 4.2(ii) implies that the infimum of the probability of i ∈ K̄0

being selected in K̂ converges to 1 as the sample size T goes to infinity as long as K̄0 is not empty.

This relates to the consistency property of multiple testing.

5. Applications and Monte Carlo studies

We implement our tests for applications in linear regression models, ARCH models and random

coefficient models. Simulation studies are also conducted in order to examine the finite sample

performance of our tests. The number of bootstrap repetitions B in implementing Algorithm

1 is set to 999. The number of Monte Carlo replications in our simulation studies is set to

2000. All the reported results are based on the nominal 0.05 size. In all three models considered

below xn = (xdn, 1)′, where xdn is a scalar, β = (1, 1)′ and we observe the sample {yn, zn, xdn,

n = 1, ...T}. Let ε̃n be the regression residuals under H0. When implemented, the bootstrap

is based on generating the bootstrap shocks ε∗n by randomly drawn with replacement from ε̃n

and y∗n from the regression model under H0 using θ̃(k), ε∗n and fixed covariates. Note that, in

some applications, one may need to center the residuals in order to have bootstrap shocks with

(conditionally on the original data) exact zero mean.

In all applications we report size and power with respect to global tests of H0. In terms of

multiple testing of H0i, i ∈ K, we report the FWER and the probability of rejecting individual H0i

by the stepdown multiple testing procedure described in Algorithm 2.

5.1. Linear models

Consider the model

yn = z′nγ + x′nβ + εn,

where εn is assumed to be independently drawn from a random distribution with the mean 0 and

variance σ2 < ∞, zn and xn are the k × 1 and (q − k) × 1 column vectors, respectively, and

γ ∈ C ⊂ Rk and β ∈ Rq−k−1 with the last element being the intercept parameter. The objective

function lT (θ) = −
∑T

n=1(yn − z′nγ − x′nβ)2, where θ = (γ′, β′)′. Let ε̃n be the estimated residuals
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based on the constrained Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimate θ̃ = (0′, β̃′)′. To check whether

Assumption 5 holds in this example, we can make use of the following proposition.

Proposition 1. If Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 hold then Assumption 5 is satisfied. This is true even

if Algorithm 2 is implemented by following Remark 6.

Remark 11. Let σ̃2(k1) and σ̃2(k) be the restricted estimate of variance of εn in the models yn =

z′n,2γ2 + x′nβ + εn and yn = x′nβ + εn, respectively. The reason Assumption 5 is satisfied is that the

limiting joint distribution {UT,i(θ̃(k1)), i ∈ {1, ..., k1} ⊂ K} under
⋂
i∈{1,...,k1} H0i is affected by the

truth or falsehood of the remaining H0i only through σ̃2(k1), which is always no larger than σ̃2(k).

In our simulation study we generate Xd = (z1, ..., zT , x
d
1, ..., x

d
T )′ as i.i.d. from N(0,Σ), where

Σ = (1− ρ)−1[Ik+1 − ρ{1 + kρ}−11k+11′k+1],

ρ is constant and 1k is a k × 1 vector of 1. Thus E(T−1Xd′Xd)−1 = Σ−1, which has the structure

of a correlation matrix with all the off-diagonal elements being ρ.

Tables 1–2 report the estimated probabilities of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i with εn being

i.i.d. (and independent of Xd) and following either the N(0, 1) distribution or the Student’s t

distribution with 5 degrees of freedom; k is set to 2. Notice that for this data generating process,

Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 hold. Assumption 5 also holds by Proposition 1. Results show that MinP-

sc and MinP-st score tests have competitive finite-sample performance in both size and power when

compared with score tests based on t̃c and t̃t in terms of global testing. However, MinP-sc and

MinP-st score tests have an added benefit of testing individual components of γ with the FWER

control. While MinP-s score tests may perform slightly better in multiple testing, they can have

inferior power in global testing of H0, for example, in the case of ρ = −0.45.

[Table 1 about here.]

[Table 2 about here.]
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5.2. ARCH models

Consider the regression model with ARCH disturbances

yn = x′nβ + εn, (5.1a)

εn = σnun,

σ2
n = ω +

k∑
j=1

αjε
2
n−j,

where un is assumed to be independently drawn from a random distribution with the mean 0 and

variance 1 and θ = (λ′, β′)′, where λ = (γ′, ω)′ = (α1, ..., αk, ω)′. The quasi-log-likelihood function

of the model under the Gaussian sequence {un} is lT (θ) ∝ −1
2

∑T
n=1(log σ2

n + ε2n
σ2
n
). We assume that

E |xnx′n| <∞ and the ARCH process {εn} is stationary and ergodic with Eε6n <∞.

Let wn = (ε2n−1, ..., ε
2
n−k, 1)′. Since JT,λβ(θ) = T−1

∑T
n=1(2σ4

n)−1wnx
′
nεn = op(1), Gλλ(θ) only

involves Jλλ(θ) and Vλλ(θ). So let us consider UT,λ(θ) = J−1
T,λλ(θ)sT,λ(θ) for contructing our tests

with sT,λ(θ) =
∑T

n=1
ε2n−σ2

n

2σ4
n
wn and JT,λλ(θ) =

∑T
n=1

2ε2n−σ2
n

2σ6
n
wnw

′
n. As Eu2

n = 1, it follows that

T−1JT,λλ(θ) = T−1
∑T

n=1(2σ4
n)−1wnw

′
n+op(1). Let Gγ1γ1(θ0) be the block of G(θ0) corresponding to

the true α0i = 0 for k0 = k1 ≤ k.

Because γ̃ = 0, σ̃2
n = ω̃ and Eε2n = σ2

n under the global H0, it follows T−1JT,λλ(θ̃) =

(2ω̃2)−1T−1
∑T

n=1 w̃nw̃
′
n+op(1) and sT,λ(θ̃) = (2ω̃2)−1

∑T
n=1(ε̃2n − ω̃)w̃n, where w̃n is computed us-

ing ε̃n. Therefore, UT,λ(θ̃) can be viewed as the OLS estimate of the regression coefficients of the

regression of ε̃2n− ω̃ on an intercept and the q lagged values of ε̃2n, and UT,γ(θ̃) is the slope estimate.

Since adding a constant to the dependent variable only affects the estimate of the intercept, UT,γ(θ̃)

can be equivalently viewed as the estimate of the slope (γ̂) of the regression of ε̃2n on an intercept

and q lagged values of ε̃2n.

For i 6= j, i, j ∈ {1, ..., T} it follows Eε̃2n = ω0, Eε̃2i ε̃
2
j = Eε̃2iEε̃

2
j and Eε̃4i = Eε̃4j . It can then be

shown that

T−1sT,λλ(θ̃)s
′
T,λλ(θ̃) = (Eη4

n − 1)(2ω̃)−2T−1
∑T

n=1
w̃nw̃

′
n+op(1)

and TGT,γγ(θ̃) = Ik+op(1). Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 are straightforward to verify. Assumption 5

follows under a sufficient condition as stated in the following proposition.
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Proposition 2. Under Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 if Gγ1γ1(θ0) is a non-positive matrix meaning all

off diagonal elements are non-positive, then Assumption 5 is satisfied.

We compare the performance of MinP score tests with that of score tests proposed in Demos and

Sentana (1998) and Lee and King (1993). The score test proposed in Demos and Sentana (1998)

is asymptotically equivalent to the score test based on t̃c that has the limiting null distribution∑k
i=0 2−q

(
k
i

)
χ2
i . The score test proposed in Lee and King (1993) is asymptotically equivalent to

the score test based on t̃t. We generate xn = (xdn, 1)′, xdn = 0.8xdn−1 + en, en ∼ i.i.d.N(0, 4), and

un from either the standard normal distribution or the Student’s t with 5 degrees of freedom. We

add a burn-in period of 1000 observations for εn, which are discarded in estimation. We adopt the

constrained OLS estimate θ̃ = (0′, β̃′, σ̃2)′.

Tables 3 and 7 report the estimated probabilities of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i. The results

show that the global powers of MinP tests are competitive with those of Demos and Sentana

(1998)’s and Lee and King (1993)’s tests. Although the FWER control by our MinP tests may

not always be guaranteed, the probability of identifying the false H0i increases towards 1 as sample

size increases.

[Table 3 about here.]

[Table 4 about here.]

[Table 5 about here.]

[Table 6 about here.]

[Table 7 about here.]

5.3. Random coefficient models

Consider the model

yn = z′nξn + x′nβ + εn,

where the random coefficient ξn has the form

ξn = ξ + ηn,
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and ξ and β are a column vector of a fixed coefficient with the dimension of k and (q − k − 1),

respectively. The random variables εn ∈ R and ηn ∈ Rk are unobserved independent errors across

individual elements of ηn, between εn and ηn, as well as across n = 1, ..., T that satisfy Eεn = 0,

Eε2n = σ2
ε , E(ηn|xn) = 0 and E(ηnη

′
n|xn) = diag(γ), where γ = (σ2

η,1, ..., σ
2
η,k)
′.

The model may be rewritten as

yn = z′nξ + x′nβ +$n, (5.2)

where

$n = z′nηn + εn.

Consider the quasi-log-likelihood function under normality as lT (θ) ∝ −1
2

∑T
n=1{log σ2

$n + $2
n

σ2
$n
},

where σ2
$n = γ′z2

n + σ2
ε and z2

n = (z2
n,1, ..., z

2
n,k)

′. Let λ = (γ′, σ2
ε )
′, ψ = (ξ′, β′)′, θ = (λ′, ψ′)′

and dn = ((z2
n)′, 1)′. Since E(z′n, x

′
n)$n = 0 we have T−1JT,λψ(θ) =

∑T
n=1(2σ4

$n)−1dn(z′n, x
′
n)$n =

op(1) and Gλλ(θ) only involves Jλλ(θ) and Vλλ(θ). So let’s consider UT,λ(θ) = J−1
T,λλ(θ)sT,λ(θ) for

constructing our tests with sT,λ(θ) =
∑T

n=1

$2
n−σ2

$n

2σ4
$n

dn and JT,λλ(θ) =
∑T

n=1

2$2
n−σ2

$n

2σ6
$n

dnd
′
n. Hence,

UT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) = J−1
T,γ1γ1

(θ̃(k1))sT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) and Gγ1γ1(θ) is the upper left block corresponding to Gλλ(θ).

Without loss of generality let k0 = k1, so Gγ1γ1(θ0) corresponds to the true γ0i = 0.

Under the global H0 we have γ̃ = 0, σ̃2
$n = σ̃2

ε and E$2
n = σ2

$n , hence T−1JT,λλ(θ̃) =

(2σ̃4
ε )
−1T−1

∑T
n=1 dnd

′
n+op(1) and sT,λ(θ̃) = (2σ̃4

ε )
−1
∑T

n=1($̃2
n − σ̃2

ε )dn, where $̃n is the resid-

ual computed based on θ̃. For i 6= j, i, j ∈ {1, ..., T}, it followsEε̃2n = ω0, Eε̃2i ε̃
2
j = Eε̃2iEε̃

2
j and

Eε̃4i = Eε̃4j . Let $̃2
n = T−1

∑T
n=1(yn− z′nξ̃+ x′nβ̃)2 and T−1

∑T
n=1 dnd

′
n = Σd+op(1). It can then be

shown that TGT,λλ(θ̃) = Σ̃d+op(1), where Σ̃d =
∑T

n=1(yn−z′nξ̃+x′nβ̃)2(
∑T

n=1 dnd
′
n)−1. Assumption

5 can be checked through the following proposition (where Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 can be checked

as in Andrews, 1999, Example 1).

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 if Gγ1γ1(θ0) is asymptotically elementwise no greater

than the upper left k0 × k0 block of Σ̃d, then Assumption 5 is satisfied.

Tables 8–9 report the estimated probabilities of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i with εn ∼ N(0, 1)

or t5. We generate i.i.d xdn from N(0, 4) and i.i.d. zn from the multivariate normal distribution
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with mean 0 and covariance matrix with diagonal entry 1 and all off-diagonal elements being 0.2.

The results show that MinP tests have a competitive finite sample performance compared with

score tests based on t̃c in terms of global testing. Score tests based on t̃t can have considerable

worse global power in some cases. With regard to multiple testing MinP score tests identify the

false H0i with probability increases towards 1 as sample size increases although the FWER control

may not always guaranteed. While MinP-s score tests may perform slightly better in multiple

testing, such an advantage may be compromised by their global power in testing H0.

[Table 8 about here.]

[Table 9 about here.]

6. Conclusion

This paper proposes MinP score tests that allow for global and multiple testing of one-sided

hypotheses. The simulation results suggest that the proposed tests are competitive with existing

one-sided score tests with respect to global power. We further demonstrate that the proposed tests

may be used for multiple testing and model identification among nested models. The feature of

model identification is appealing when the model parameter is subject to inequality constraints.

These tests allow for model identification without estimating candidate models except the one de-

fined under the global null hypothesis, which is usually easy to obtain. We illustrated applications

of the tests in linear regression, ARCH models, and random coefficient models. Admissibility and

model identification properties of these tests provide a theoretical support of our testing approach

to the practically important problem of one-side testing.

APPENDIX: PROOFS

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Consider the Taylor expansion at θ0

T−1sT (θ̃(k1)) = T−1sT (θ0)− T−1JT (θ0)(θ̃(k1)− θ0) +RT (A.1)

where

RT = T−1{JT (θ0)− JT (θ+)}(θ̃(k1)− θ0).
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and θ+ is a point on the line segment joining θ0 and θ̃(k1).

We shall first show

‖RT‖ = op(1). (A.2)

By Assumption 4

θ̃(k1)− θ0 = op(1) (A.3)

Hence,

θ+ − θ0 = op(1) (A.4)

Consider

∥∥T−1JT (θ+)− T−1JT (θ0)
∥∥

≤
∥∥T−1JT (θ+)− J(θ+)

∥∥+
∥∥T−1JT (θ0)− J(θ0)

∥∥+ ‖J(θ+)− J(θ0)‖ .

It follows from Assumption 2 that

∥∥T−1JT (θ+)− J(θ+)
∥∥ = op(1),

∥∥T−1JT (θ0)− J(θ0)
∥∥ = op(1).

It follows from (A.4) and the continuous mapping theorem that

‖J(θ+)− J(θ0)‖ = op(1),

thus,

T−1JT (θ+)− T−1JT (θ0) = op(1). (A.5)

and (A.2) follows from (A.3) and (A.5).

Next, it follows from (A.1) that

J−1
T (θ0)sT (θ̃(k1))− (θ0 − θ̃(k1)) = J−1

T (θ0)sT (θ0) + op(1).
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Because γ̃1 = 0, θ0− θ̃(k1) = (γ′01, (γ02− γ̃2)′, (ψ0−ψ̃)
′
)′. Furthermore, T−1JT (θ̃(k1)) = T−1JT (θ0)+

op(1) by following similar steps to show (A.5), and T−1JT (θ0) = J(θ0)+op(1), the result in Lemma

2.1 follows by applying Assumption 3.

Lemma A.1. Let v be the k-dimensional normal random variable with mean γ and covariance Ω,

whose probability density function is

f(v; γ,Ω) = (2π)−
k
2 |Ω|−

1
2 exp{−1

2
(v − γ)′Ω−1(v − γ)},

where Ω is assumed known and positive definite. Suppose ϕ(v) is a test of

H0 : γ = 0 vs H1 : γ ∈ C1 = C\{γ = 0}.

If ϕ(v) has the acceptance region E that is closed, convex and of lower set, then ϕ(v) is admissible

among the class of tests whose limiting acceptance region E ′ is not contained in W ∗(E) in the sense

that there cannot exist a test belonging to such the class of tests that is asymptotically uniformly

more powerful than our tests.

Proof. Let ϕ′(v) be any other test that has the acceptance region that is a closed and convex lower

set and is not contained in W ∗(E). We shall prove that if

Pr(v ∈ E ′) ≤ Pr(v ∈ E)

for all γ ∈ C1, then E ′ must be contained in W ∗(E). This would imply that if ϕ′(v) is such a test

that satisfies

Eγϕ(v) ≤ Eγϕ
′(v), ∀γ ∈ C1,

then Eγϕ
′(v) = Eγϕ(v) for all γ ∈ C1.

The proof of E ′ ⊆ W ∗(E) is by contradiction. Suppose this is not the case, i.e., E ′  W ∗(E).

We shall then show that

Pr(v ∈ E ′) > Pr(v ∈ E), (A.6)
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holds for some γ ∈ C1, which provides the required contradiction.

Let γ = γ0 + λe. If γ ∈ C1 for any γ0 ∈ C as λ → ∞, it implies e ∈ C1. If E ′  W ∗(E) it

follows from the definition of W ∗(E) that there exists a halfspace We,δ such that E ⊂ We,δ and

E ′ ∩W e,δ 6= ∅, where W e,δ is the complement set of We,δ. That is

E ∩W e,δ = ∅, (A.7)

Pr(v ∈ E ′ ∩W e,δ) > 0. (A.8)

Because

∫
{ϕ(v)− ϕ′(v)}f(v; γ,Ω)dv

=
C(γ0 + λe)

C(γ0)
exp(δλ) ·∫

{ϕ(v)− ϕ′(v)} exp{λ(e′Ω−1v − δ)}f(v; γ0,Ω)dv,

where C(γ) = exp(−0.5γ′Ω−1γ), which is bounded with a positive definite Ω. Let the integral be

I− + I+, where I− and I+ denote the contributions over the integration regions We,δ and W e,δ,

respectively. Since e′Ω−1v < δ in the region We,δ, exp{λ(e′Ω−1v − δ)} → −∞ as λ → ∞, hence

I− is bounded as λ → ∞. Therefore, we may only need to show I+ → ∞ as λ → ∞. When

e′Ω−1v > δ it follows from (A.7) that ϕ(v) = 1. Because ϕ′(v) is bounded by 1 it follows that

ϕ(v)− ϕ′(v) ≥ 0. Therefore, by (A.8)

Pr{ϕ(v)− ϕ′(v) > 0 and e′Ω−1v > δ} > 0.

Finally, when e′Ω−1v > δ it follows that exp{λ(e′Ω−1v−δ)} → ∞ as λ→∞. This shows I+ →∞

as λ→∞, hence (A.6).

Lemma A.2. Let pmj(v) be the test statistic of MinP score tests constructed analogous to (3.3),
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but based on the random variable v. Let cα be the critical value corresponding pmj(v). Let

ϕmj(v) = 1(pmj(v) < cα),

where 0 < cα < 0.5. Then, the acceptance region {v : pmj ≥ cα} is a closed and convex lower set.

Proof. Let tg(v), g = c, t, be the test statistics constructed analogous to t̃g based on v. Similarly,

define by pg(v) the p-values analogous to p̃g. We shall first show that the set {v : pc(v) ≥ cc},

where cc is a constant, and {v : pt(v) ≥ α} for α ∈ (0, 1) is a closed and convex lower set.

For g = c we have

tc(v) = v̄′Ω−1v̄,

where

v̄ = arg inf
u∈C

(v − u)′Ω−1(v − u).

Because Ω is of positive definite it follows tc(v) ≥ 0. Let

pc(tc(v)) =
k∑

m=1

πm{1− Fχ2
m

(tc(v))}.

Clearly, pc(v) is a decreasing function of tc(v). It follows that the set Ec = {v : pc(v) ≥ α},

where 0 < α < 0.5, is equivalent to the set Ec = {v : tc(v) ≤ c1}, where c1 satisfies pc(c1) = α.

Let A be a matrix with the row vector ai ∈ Rk, i ∈ K, such that A′A = Ω−1. Thus

Ec = {v : (Av̄)′Av̄ ≤ c1}

is the intersection of the halfspaces aiv̄ ≤ di, ∀i ∈ K, where d = (d1, ..., dk)
′ and (d′d)1/2 = c1.

Therefore, Ec is of closed, covex and lower set.

For g = t we have

tt(v) = b′Ω−1v,

where

b ∈ {b ∈ Rk : b ∈ C1, b
′
Ω−1b = 1},
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which is computed by Algorithm 1 in Lu (2016) using Ω that ensures Ω−1b ∈ C1 (see Remark

7 of Lu (2016) for a discussion). Therefore, tt(v) is an increasing function of elements of v.

For pt(v) = 1 − Φ(tt(v)) it follows that Et = {v : pt(v) ≥ α} is equivalent to the halfspace

Et = {v : tt(v) ≤ c2}, where c2 satisfies 1−Φ(c2) = α. Therefore, Et is of closed, convex and lower

set.

Obviously, the region

Emk = {v : pi(v) = 1− Φ(vi/Ωii) ≥ c3, ∀i ∈ K}

is also of closed, convex and lower set. Because at a given α ∈ (0, 0.5)

{v : pg(v) ≥ α} ∩ {v : pi(v) ≥ α, ∀i ∈ K} 6= ∅,

the acceptance region of ϕmj(v) is the intersection of Eg, g = c, t, and Emk, hence it is of closed,

convex and lower set.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. It follows from Lemma 2.1 that for each θ ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k)\{γ = 0}

lim
T→∞

Eθϕmj(YT ) = 1−
∫
E

f(v; γ,Gγγ(θ))dv,

lim
T→∞

Eθϕ
′
mj(YT ) = 1−

∫
E′
f(v; γ,Gγγ(θ))dv,

for g = c, t. By Lemma A.2 the acceptance region E for the test ϕmj(v) is a closed and convex

lower set. Therefore, for any ε > 0 it follows from Lemma A.1 that there does not exist a distinct

test ϕ′mj(YT ) with the limiting acceptance region E ′ not being contained in W ∗(Emj) such that for

all θ ∈ Θε(θ̄0, k)\{γ = 0}

lim inf
T→∞

Eθϕ
′
mj(YT ) ≥ lim sup

T→∞
Eθϕmj(YT ) + ε.

The result follows by letting ε→ 0.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. When K0 6= ∅ let ı̂ be the (random) index i in Algorithm 2 such that p̃ı̂ is
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the smallest in {p̃i, i ∈ K0} that is rejected. This implies that Kı̂ ⊇ K0. Without loss of generality

let K0 contains the first k0 elements of K. Because the event that a false rejection occurs is the

event

min(p̃i, i ∈ K0) ≤ c̃|Kı̂|(α),

it follows that for any ε > 0

lim sup
T→∞

sup
θ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0)

Pr{min(p̃i, i ∈ K0) ≤ c̃|Kı̂|(α)}

≤ lim sup
T→∞

sup
θ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0)

Pr{min(p̃i, i ∈ K0) ≤ cK0(α) + ε} (A.9)

By the result of Lemma 2.1 the distribution of min(p̃i, i ∈ K0) under θ0 ∈ Θ̄ε(θ̄0, k0) weakly

converges to min(pi, i ∈ K0), where pi = 1 − Φ(vi) and {vi, i ∈ K0} has the multivariate normal

distribution with the mean 0 and the covariance matrix that is the correlation matrix of G(θ0)

corresponding to the elements i ∈ K0. Therefore, the right hand side of (A.9) is bounded above

by α, thus we have lim supT→∞ supθ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0)FWER ≤ α.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. The result stated in (i) suggests that the probability for any i ∈ K0 being re-

jected is asymptotically locally bounded above by α. That requires lim supT→∞ supθ∈Θ̄ε(θ̄0,k0)FWER

≤ α. The result in (ii) follows because for those i ∈ K̄0 6= ∅ H0i is rejected with probability 1 as

T →∞.

Proof of Proposition 1. Let Y = (y1, ..., yT )′, Z = (z1, ..., zT )′, X = (x1, ..., xT )′ and ε = (ε1, ..., εT )′.

Let D = (Z,X) and T−1D′D
p−→ Ω, where Ω is positive definite, implied by Assumption 1. Let

Z further partitioned into Z = (Z1, Z2) and rewrite the model as Y = Z1γ1 + Z2γ2 + Xβ + ε.

The constrained OLS estimate under Θ̄(k1) of θ = (γ′1, λ
′)′, where λ = (γ′2, β

′)′, are γ̃1(k1) = 0,

λ̃(k1) = (D′2D2)−1D′2Y , where D2 = (Z2, X) and the estimated variance of the error term is

σ̃2(k1) = T−1(Y − D2λ̃2(k1))′(Y − D2λ̃2(k1)). It follows sT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) = σ̃−2(k1)Z ′1{Y − D2λ̃(k1)}

and JT,θθ(θ̃(k1)) = σ̃−2(k1)D′D. Thus, UT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) = J−1
T,γ1

(θ̃(k1))sT,γ1(θ̃(k1)), where J−1
T,γ1

(θ̃(k1)) is

the block corresponding to γ1 in J−1
T,θθ(θ̃(k1)) = σ̃2(k1)(D′D)−1.

Since σ̃2(k1) can be viewed as unconstrained OLS estimate of Y = Z2γ2 +Xβ+ ε and σ̃2(k) as

unconstrained OLS estimate of Y = Xβ + ε, it is a well known result that σ̃2(k1) ≤ σ̃2(k).
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Suppose H0i : γi = 0 is true for i ∈ K0 = K1 ⊆ K and σ̃2(k1)
p−→ σ2

0. Following Lemma

(2.1) the null distribution of UT,γ1(θ̃(k1)) weakly converges to the centred multivariate normal

distribution with the covariance J−1
γ1

(θ0) that is the block of σ2
0Ω−1 corresponding to γ1. There-

fore, min(p̃i(k0), i ∈ K0) weakly converges to min(pi(k0), i ∈ K0), where pi = 1 − Φ(vi) and

{vi, i ∈ K0} has the multivariate normal distribution with the mean 0 and the covariance matrix

that is the correlation matrix of J−1
T,γ1

(θ0). Thus, the αth quantile denoted by c̃m,K0(α) of the

distribution of min(p̃i, i ∈ K0) based on the empirical distribution {p̃bm,K0
, b = 1, ..., B}, where

p̃bm,K0
= min(p̃bmi, i ∈ K0) in Algorithm 2 converges to the αthe quantile cK0(α) of the distribution

of min(pi, i ∈ K0). That is,

c̃K0(α)→ cK0(α).

Because σ̃2(k1) ≤ σ̃2(k) it is obvious that c̃Ki(α) ≤ c̃K0(α) for Ki ⊇ K0. Hence it suffices to

prove the first part of the result.

Because σ̃2(k1) ≤ σ̃2(k) holds true whenever k1 ≤ k, this implies that c̃Ki(α) based on the

estimate θ̃(k) is no greater than that based on the estimate θ̃(k1). Hence it suffices to prove the

second part of the result.

Lemma A.3. Let v = (v1, ..., vk)
′ be the k-dimensional normal random variable with mean 0 and

covariance {ρij} and let u = (u1, ..., uk)
′ be the k-dimensional normal random variable with mean

0 and covariance {ξij}. Let ρii = ξii = 1, i ∈ K. If ρij > ξij, i, j ∈ K, then

Pr(v1 > c1, ..., vk > ck) ≥ Pr(u1 > c1, ..., uk > ck).

Proof. The result was established by Slepian (1962). See also Gupta (1963) for a proof.

Lemma A.4. For v and u defined in Lemma A.3 let pvi = Pr(vi > ci) = 1 − Φ(ci) and pui =

Pr(ui > ci) = 1− Φ(ci), then

Pr{min(pvi , i ∈ K) < c} ≥ Pr{min(pui , i ∈ K) < c}
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Proof. For v we have

{v ∈ Rk : min(pvi , i ∈ K) < c} = {v ∈ Rk : min(pvi , i ∈ K) < c′},

hence

Pr{min(pvi , i ∈ K) < c}

= Pr{max(vi, i ∈ K) > c}

= Pr(v1 > c, ..., vk > c).

Similarly,

Pr{min(pui , i ∈ K) < c} = Pr(u1 > c, ..., uk > c).

The result then follows from Lemma A.3.

Proof of Proposition 2. If Gγ1γ1(θ0) is a non-positive matrix, so is the correlation matrix corre-

sponding to Gγ1γ1(θ0). Let u be the k-dimensional centre normal distributions with the covariance

matrix that is the correlation matrix corresponding to Gγ1γ1(θ0). Let v be the k-dimensional centre

normal distributions with the covariance matrix that is the k-dimensional identity matrix. Let

Pr{min(pvi , i ∈ K) < cm1(α)} = Pr{min(pui , i ∈ K) < cK(α)} = α.

By Lemma A.4

cm1(α) ≤ cK(α) (A.10)

For any K1 ⊆ K2 it is always true that min(pui , i ∈ K1) ≥ min(pui , i ∈ K2) for each value of u,

hence, for cK1(α) and cK2(α) satisfying

Pr{min(pui , i ∈ K1) < cK1(α)} = Pr{min(pui , i ∈ K2) < cK2(α)}
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it follows

cK1(α) ≤ cK2(α). (A.11)

Therefore, form (A.10) and (A.11) it follows for K0 ⊆ Ki ⊆ K

cK0(α) ≤ cKi(α) ≤ cm1(α).

As c̃Ki(α) → cKi(α), Ki ⊆ K, and c̃m1(α) ≤ c̃m2(α) as revealed in Remark 8 it suffices to prove

the result.

Proof of Proposition 3. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.
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(a) (b) 

Figure 1: Illustration of non-rejection region (E) and W ∗(E) for MinP-sc tests.
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Table 1: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in linear models with εn following
N(0, 1).

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s χ̄2 t
H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 H0

ρ = −0.45
(0 0) 60 4.7 3.9 2.3 1.7 4.8 3.4 2.1 1.4 4.5 4.5 2.6 2.0 5.0 5.6

100 4.2 3.8 2.0 1.9 4.2 3.3 1.9 1.5 4.5 4.5 2.5 2.1 4.5 4.8
(0.3 0) 60 68.0 2.7 51.7 2.7 68.7 2.4 48.8 2.4 57.9 3.1 55.6 3.1 73.8 69.5

100 95.4 2.7 86.0 2.7 95.5 2.5 84.8 2.5 89.2 3.0 88.2 3.0 97.1 94.9
(0.15 0.15) 60 52.3 0 13.7 17.3 56.9 0 12.6 16.2 34.1 0 15.5 19.7 65.1 68.1

100 78.2 0 33.8 26.6 82.1 0 31.9 24.9 57.1 0 36.9 28.4 87.2 89.1
ρ = 0

(0 0) 60 4.8 4.6 2.4 2.3 4.7 4.1 2.1 2.1 4.9 4.9 2.6 2.4 4.5 5.3
100 4.6 4.4 1.9 2.7 5.0 4.0 1.8 2.4 4.7 4.7 2.1 2.8 4.3 5.0

(0.3 0) 60 44.4 3.2 42.6 3.2 44.5 3.1 40.8 3.1 44.4 3.3 43.4 3.3 44.4 35.3
100 78.2 3.9 77.9 3.9 77.9 3.9 76.0 3.9 78.9 4.0 78.6 4.0 78.4 57.2

(0.15 0.15) 60 61.3 0 32.5 39.0 67.0 0 30.7 36.9 56.6 0 33.1 39.8 68.5 74.9
100 71.6 0 52.1 48.6 75.9 0 50.0 47.0 70.8 0 52.8 49.5 77.0 81.9

ρ = 0.45
(0 0) 60 6.3 5.8 3.6 3.2 6.0 5.9 3.6 3.3 6.1 6.1 3.8 3.4 6.0 5.5

100 5.8 5.7 3.4 3.3 6.1 5.6 3.4 3.3 6.0 6.0 3.6 3.6 5.4 5.2
(0.3 0) 60 66.3 4.1 61.4 4.1 61.7 4.1 61.2 4.1 63.1 4.2 62.9 4.2 70.7 37.1

100 83.7 3.7 76.4 3.7 76.7 3.7 76.6 3.7 78.0 3.7 77.9 3.7 87.0 45.8
(0.15 0.15) 60 58.4 0 34.8 46.1 61.2 0 32.9 43.5 58.2 0 35.1 46.6 60.1 66.5

100 69.7 0 55.4 57.1 73.4 0 54.8 56.6 70.7 0 55.8 57.9 70.1 79.7
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Table 2: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in linear models with εn following
t5.

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s χ̄2 t
H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 H0

ρ = −0.45
(0 0) 60 5.1 4.3 2.4 2.0 5.0 3.6 1.9 1.8 5.2 5.2 3.0 2.3 5.0 5.1

100 4.8 4.3 2.2 2.3 5.1 4.0 2.0 2.1 4.9 4.9 2.4 2.7 4.9 4.8
(0.6 0) 60 98.2 2.2 95.8 2.2 98.3 2.1 95.3 2.1 96.7 2.4 96.5 2.4 98.8 96.9

100 99.6 2.5 96.4 2.5 99.7 2.3 95.8 2.3 97.4 2.6 97.0 2.6 99.8 99.4
(0.4 0.4) 60 98.7 0 64.9 73.2 99.3 0 63.8 71.9 92.5 0 66.5 75.2 99.6 99.8

100 99.6 0 77.6 90.9 99.8 0 77.3 90.3 98.1 0 78.4 91.6 99.9 99.9
ρ = 0

(0 0) 60 5.3 5.1 2.6 2.7 5.4 4.4 2.2 2.4 5.1 5.1 2.6 2.8 5.0 5.2
100 5.3 4.8 2.8 2.2 5.4 4.1 2.4 1.9 5.0 5.0 2.9 2.3 5.4 5.7

(0.6 0) 60 94.5 3.4 94.4 3.4 94.6 3.4 93.7 3.4 94.7 3.4 94.7 3.4 95.1 80.7
100 99.0 3.6 98.8 3.6 99.0 3.6 98.5 3.6 99.0 3.6 98.9 3.6 99.1 96.3

(0.4 0.4) 60 88.0 0 61.4 82.6 90.1 0 60.5 81.3 87.9 0 61.6 82.8 89.2 92.7
100 97.7 0 86.5 88.4 98.3 0 86.1 87.9 96.6 0 86.9 88.5 98.5 99.3

ρ = 0.45
(0 0) 60 4.8 4.2 2.7 2.9 4.8 4.6 3.0 3.1 5.0 5.0 3.2 3.3 5.0 5.5

100 5.6 5.0 3.4 3.1 5.8 5.4 3.7 3.4 5.8 5.8 4.0 3.5 5.4 5.7
(0.6 0) 60 96.5 3.3 94.1 3.3 94.2 3.3 94.2 3.3 94.5 3.3 94.5 3.3 97.9 63.3

100 99.5 3.2 98.6 3.2 98.6 3.2 98.6 3.2 98.8 3.2 98.8 3.2 99.8 75.9
(0.4 0.4) 60 78.2 0 68.0 70.7 80.9 0.0 68.0 71.0 79.9 0 69.0 72.0 75.8 85.2

100 91.6 0 86.4 84.6 93.2 0.0 86.5 84.7 92.4 0 86.8 85.2 90.6 94.9
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Table 3: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in ARCH(2) models.

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s DS LK
H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 H0

un ∼ N(0, 1)
(0 0) 60 6.3 6.3 2.7 3.7 6.5 5.9 2.5 3.5 6.3 6.3 2.7 3.7 5.9 5.9

100 5.3 5.2 2.6 2.8 5.3 4.1 2.2 2.0 5.3 5.3 2.7 2.8 6.1 5.3
(0.6 0) 60 56.5 4.2 54.8 4.2 58.7 4.0 52.9 4.0 56.5 4.2 54.9 4.2 59.5 58.8

100 79.1 6.4 78.2 6.4 80.1 6.2 75.9 6.2 78.9 6.4 78.2 6.4 78.4 81.0
(0 0.6) 60 59.6 2.9 2.9 58.0 60.6 2.6 2.6 56.2 59.6 2.9 2.9 58.0 52.5 58.1

100 81.3 3.9 3.9 80.4 81.3 3.8 3.8 79.1 81.2 3.9 3.9 80.4 73.1 79.9
(0.5 0.3) 60 62.6 0 43.3 28.7 70.2 0 41.3 27.2 61.7 0 43.3 28.7 76.2 66.8

100 84.5 0 67.1 41.2 89.9 0 65.9 40.1 83.7 0 67.1 41.2 92.7 88.0
(0.3 0.5) 60 63.7 0 27.8 44.5 70.7 0 25.8 42.9 62.8 0 27.8 44.6 76.2 66.8

100 86.8 0 48.9 64.7 90.8 0 47.8 63.3 86.3 0 48.9 64.7 92.2 89.4
(0.4 0.4) 60 62.5 0 35.4 35.7 70.7 0 33.8 34.5 61.2 0 35.4 35.7 77.5 65.9

100 84.9 0 59.2 52.1 89.5 0 57.6 51.0 83.9 0 59.2 52.1 92.5 87.9
un ∼ t5

(0 0) 60 4.5 4.5 2.0 2.6 4.6 4.0 1.8 2.2 4.5 4.5 2.0 2.6 4.5 4.3
100 5.1 5.1 2.7 2.6 5.3 4.7 2.5 2.4 5.1 5.1 2.7 2.6 5.4 4.9

(0.6 0) 60 56.1 5.0 53.3 5.0 60.1 4.7 51.6 4.7 55.5 5.0 53.3 5.0 63.9 59.5
100 76.6 8.9 75.0 8.9 79.1 8.9 73.5 8.9 76.4 8.9 75.0 8.9 81.1 78.4

(0 0.6) 60 58.8 2.2 2.2 57.5 58.7 2.0 2.0 55.7 58.7 2.2 2.2 57.5 54.7 56.4
100 77.5 3.3 3.3 76.4 77.9 3.2 3.2 75.5 77.4 3.3 3.3 76.4 72.7 76.5

(0.5 0.3) 60 66.2 0 45.1 31.1 72.5 0 43.3 29.7 65.4 0 45.1 31.1 79.1 69.4
100 83.9 0 65.0 42.6 89.3 0 64.1 41.8 83.3 0 65.0 42.6 94.1 86.7

(0.3 0.5) 60 64.5 0 32.6 42.6 72.6 0 31.2 41.2 64.0 0 32.6 42.6 78.8 68.1
100 83.6 0 49.6 59.1 89.0 0 48.8 58.3 83.1 0 49.6 59.1 92.9 86.8

(0.4 0.4) 60 64.5 0 39.4 36.0 72.4 0 37.7 34.7 64.1 0 39.4 36.0 80.3 68.8
100 84.1 0 58.0 51.7 89.4 0 57.0 50.5 83.5 0 58.0 51.7 93.5 86.5
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Table 4: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in ARCH(4) models.

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s DS LK
H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 H0

un ∼ N(0, 1)
(0 0 0 0) 60 6.0 6.0 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.2 6.1 5.4 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.1 6.0 6.0 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.2 5.3 6.3

100 5.2 5.1 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.6 5.7 4.6 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.3 5.1 5.1 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.6 5.6 5.5
(0.6 0 0 0) 60 46.7 6.9 42.6 3.1 2.3 1.6 47.1 6.7 41.1 3.0 2.3 1.5 46.7 6.9 42.6 3.1 2.3 1.6 43.0 49.2

100 69.1 7.9 66.8 3.7 3.0 1.5 70.0 7.7 65.8 3.6 3.0 1.5 69.0 7.9 66.8 3.7 3.0 1.5 60.4 70.6
(0 0.6 0 0) 60 47.4 5.8 1.5 43.0 1.1 3.3 49.0 5.5 1.4 42.1 1.1 3.1 47.2 5.8 1.5 43.0 1.1 3.3 43.7 46.9

100 70.0 7.4 2.0 66.6 1.6 4.0 70.9 7.3 1.9 65.8 1.6 4.0 69.8 7.4 2.0 66.6 1.6 4.0 60.2 70.0
(0 0 0 0.6) 60 48.4 3.9 1.1 1.9 1.2 46.0 49.0 3.5 0.9 1.6 1.1 45.0 48.5 3.9 1.1 1.9 1.2 46.0 33.4 44.4

100 71.2 5.0 1.7 2.1 1.7 69.4 71.7 4.8 1.6 2.0 1.6 68.3 71.2 5.0 1.7 2.1 1.7 69.4 51.8 68.5
(0.4 0.2 0 0) 60 39.0 5.3 25.6 11.8 3.6 1.8 43.5 5.2 24.5 11.4 3.5 1.8 38.9 5.3 25.6 11.8 3.6 1.8 52.0 44.2

100 61.0 7.1 46.2 18.2 4.8 2.4 66.1 7.0 45.0 17.6 4.8 2.4 60.7 7.1 46.2 18.2 4.8 2.4 70.7 66.8
(0 0.2 0 0.6) 60 50.4 1.8 0.8 12.7 1.1 39.0 54.7 1.7 0.8 12.3 1.0 38.1 50.3 1.8 0.8 12.7 1.1 39.0 51.1 49.7

100 72.6 2.7 1.4 19.5 1.6 60.1 76.1 2.7 1.4 19.2 1.6 58.9 72.5 2.7 1.4 19.5 1.6 60.1 72.5 73.8
(0.3 0.2 0.1 0.05) 60 38.2 0 19.2 11.4 8.9 4.4 46.6 0 18.3 11.3 8.4 4.3 38.0 0 19.2 11.4 8.9 4.5 57.1 44.1

100 57.7 0 34.3 18.0 13.0 6.5 68.3 0 33.8 17.3 12.2 6.3 57.1 0 34.3 18.0 13.0 6.5 76.6 66.3
un ∼ t5

(0 0 0 0) 60 5.6 5.6 1.3 1.7 1.2 1.6 5.4 5.2 1.2 1.7 1.1 1.4 5.6 5.6 1.3 1.7 1.2 1.6 4.2 4.5
100 6.2 6.1 1.6 1.5 2.0 1.3 6.2 5.7 1.6 1.4 1.9 1.1 6.1 6.1 1.6 1.5 2.0 1.3 5.6 5.6

(0.6 0 0 0) 60 45.9 8.7 41.3 3.8 3.9 1.2 47.9 8.7 40.1 3.8 3.9 1.2 45.8 8.7 41.3 3.8 3.9 1.2 50.0 49.0
100 63.8 12.1 59.4 5.7 5.2 1.5 65.4 11.9 58.8 5.5 5.1 1.5 63.7 12.1 59.4 5.7 5.2 1.5 66.0 65.4

(0 0.6 0 0) 60 43.8 5.8 1.2 39.6 1.0 3.9 45.9 5.6 1.2 38.6 1.0 3.8 43.8 5.8 1.2 39.6 1.0 3.9 47.9 44.4
100 65.2 7.3 1.9 61.2 1.3 4.3 66.9 7.2 1.9 60.4 1.3 4.3 64.9 7.3 1.9 61.2 1.3 4.3 65.9 65.9

(0 0 0 0.6) 60 48.0 3.4 0.8 1.4 1.3 45.6 48.3 3.3 0.8 1.3 1.3 44.9 48.0 3.4 0.8 1.4 1.3 45.6 36.7 43.4
100 68.8 4.4 1.4 1.9 1.6 66.3 69.8 4.3 1.4 1.8 1.5 65.4 68.7 4.4 1.4 1.9 1.6 66.3 56.6 66.3

(0.4 0.2 0 0) 60 44.1 8.1 27.7 13.6 5.9 2.3 49.5 7.8 27.0 13.1 5.7 2.3 44.0 8.1 27.7 13.6 5.9 2.3 62.6 48.2
100 62.8 9.8 40.8 23.0 7.9 2.0 69.2 9.5 40.1 22.4 7.7 1.9 62.2 9.8 40.8 23.0 7.9 2.0 78.8 69.2

(0 0.2 0 0.6) 60 48.8 2.1 1.0 14.2 1.2 35.5 53.5 1.9 0.9 13.6 1.1 35.0 48.7 2.1 1.0 14.2 1.2 35.5 55.5 49.3
100 71.5 2.2 1.1 24.3 1.4 53.2 75.8 2.2 1.1 23.8 1.4 52.6 71.5 2.2 1.1 24.3 1.4 53.2 79.3 73.7

(0.3 0.2 0.1 0.05) 60 44.6 0 21.0 12.7 12.1 6.2 55.2 0 20.6 12.3 11.8 6.0 44.3 0 21.0 12.7 12.1 6.2 70.4 51.5
100 64.9 0 31.6 22.7 17.1 8.0 76.8 0 31.1 22.3 16.7 7.7 64.1 0 31.6 22.7 17.1 8.0 87.8 73.3
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Table 5: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in ARCH(4) models under the
local alternative γ/

√
T .

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s DS LK
H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H0 H0

un ∼ N(0, 1)
(5 0 0 0) 60 48.3 6.9 44.6 3.2 2.4 1.6 48.8 6.8 43.1 3.2 2.3 1.5 48.3 6.9 44.6 3.2 2.4 1.6 46.6 51.0

100 62.7 6.6 60.5 2.8 2.6 1.4 63.6 6.6 59.4 2.8 2.6 1.4 62.7 6.6 60.5 2.8 2.6 1.4 52.0 64.1
(0 5 0 0) 60 49.0 5.8 1.3 45.0 1.1 3.7 50.8 5.7 1.2 43.8 1.1 3.7 49.0 5.8 1.3 45.0 1.1 3.7 46.8 49.7

100 63.6 6.6 2.0 60.3 2.0 2.9 64.5 6.4 2.0 59.1 1.8 2.9 63.4 6.6 2.0 60.3 2.0 2.9 52.3 63.2
(0 0 0 5) 60 50.4 3.3 0.7 1.7 1.0 48.1 50.9 3.2 0.6 1.7 1.0 47.0 50.3 3.3 0.7 1.7 1.0 48.1 35.0 47.1

100 64.2 4.9 1.5 2.0 1.6 62.0 65.1 4.8 1.5 2.0 1.6 61.0 64.1 4.9 1.5 2.0 1.6 62.0 46.2 61.0
(3 1.5 0 0) 60 38.6 4.9 25.5 11.2 3.2 1.8 41.9 4.8 24.3 10.6 3.2 1.7 38.3 4.9 25.5 11.2 3.2 1.8 50.6 43.8

100 48.9 4.8 36.8 13.7 3.1 1.8 52.7 4.6 35.7 13.3 2.9 1.8 48.6 4.8 36.8 13.7 3.1 1.8 54.9 53.6
(0 1.5 0 5) 60 52.4 2.0 1.0 12.4 1.1 41.9 56.1 2.0 1.0 12.0 1.1 40.7 52.3 2.0 1.0 12.4 1.1 41.9 53.0 51.8

100 66.3 3.0 1.8 14.7 1.4 56.7 69.3 3.0 1.8 14.5 1.4 56.1 66.2 3.0 1.8 14.7 1.4 56.7 63.7 67.3
(2.5 1.5 0.7 0.4) 60 39.7 0 20.3 11.4 8.7 5.1 47.8 0 20.0 11.2 8.4 4.9 39.3 0 20.3 11.4 8.7 5.1 56.9 44.8

100 47.8 0 30.4 13.5 8.8 4.1 55.8 0 29.3 13.1 8.5 4.0 47.3 0 30.4 13.5 8.8 4.1 62.7 54.6
un ∼ t5

(5 0 0 0) 60 47.5 9.1 42.6 4.0 4.3 1.3 49.7 8.8 41.6 3.8 4.2 1.3 47.4 9.1 42.6 4.0 4.3 1.3 52.2 49.8
100 59.4 9.9 55.8 5.0 4.1 1.2 60.9 9.9 55.0 5.0 4.1 1.2 59.4 9.9 55.8 5.0 4.1 1.2 59.6 61.1

(0 5 0 0) 60 45.6 6.4 1.6 40.9 1.0 4.1 48.0 6.1 1.5 39.8 0.9 4.0 45.6 6.4 1.6 40.9 1.0 4.1 50.6 45.1
100 61.3 6.5 1.8 57.4 1.5 3.4 62.5 6.4 1.8 56.3 1.4 3.4 61.1 6.5 1.8 57.4 1.5 3.4 60.2 61.8

(0 0 0 5) 60 49.7 3.3 0.9 1.1 1.4 47.4 50.3 3.2 0.8 1.1 1.4 46.7 49.7 3.3 0.9 1.1 1.4 47.4 38.0 45.2
100 63.6 4.8 1.6 1.9 1.7 60.8 64.9 4.6 1.6 1.7 1.7 60.4 63.7 4.8 1.6 1.9 1.7 60.9 51.3 61.1

(3 1.5 0 0) 60 43.0 8.7 27.5 12.3 6.2 2.8 48.2 8.3 26.9 12.0 5.9 2.6 42.9 8.7 27.5 12.3 6.2 2.8 60.5 47.7
100 51.9 7.0 34.4 17.7 5.4 1.6 57.7 6.9 33.6 17.1 5.3 1.6 51.5 7.0 34.4 17.7 5.4 1.6 67.6 58.2

(0 1.5 0 5) 60 51.3 1.8 0.8 14.6 1.0 38.1 54.9 1.7 0.8 14.2 1.0 37.3 51.3 1.8 0.8 14.6 1.0 38.1 55.5 50.6
100 67.3 2.8 1.3 18.6 1.8 52.5 71.0 2.7 1.2 18.3 1.7 51.7 67.2 2.8 1.3 18.6 1.8 52.6 72.5 69.3

(2.5 1.5 0.7 0.4) 60 44.9 0 22.7 13.0 11.1 6.2 55.8 0 21.8 12.6 10.9 6.0 44.7 0 22.7 13.0 11.1 6.2 70.0 51.4
100 53.3 0 28.7 17.5 12.0 5.2 64.8 0 28.2 16.9 11.7 4.8 53.0 0 28.7 17.5 12.0 5.2 78.0 60.8
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Table 6: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in ARCH(6) models.

γ′ = 0.95/k(1)× T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s DS LK
(1k(1) , 0k−k(1)) H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 H0

un ∼ N(0, 1)
06 60 5.0 5.0 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.8 1.2 0.8 4.9 4.5 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.1 0.7 5.0 5.0 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.8 1.2 0.8 5.3 4.6

100 5.5 5.4 0.8 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.3 0.6 5.7 5.1 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.1 0.6 5.4 5.4 0.8 1.1 0.9 1.1 1.3 0.6 5.7 5.3
k(1) = 1 60 46.9 8.7 41.0 3.6 2.1 1.1 1.6 1.2 47.7 8.4 40.3 3.6 2.0 1.1 1.4 1.2 46.8 8.7 41.0 3.6 2.1 1.1 1.6 1.2 48.2 49.8

100 72.8 10.8 69.3 4.9 3.1 1.4 1.5 0.6 73.8 10.6 68.5 4.8 3.1 1.4 1.5 0.6 72.7 10.8 69.3 4.9 3.1 1.4 1.5 0.6 66.2 73.6
k(2) = 1 60 46.2 9.6 22.0 19.9 4.5 2.3 2.0 1.6 51.4 9.5 21.5 19.5 4.5 2.3 1.9 1.5 46.0 9.6 22.0 19.9 4.5 2.3 2.0 1.6 62.7 53.2

100 71.4 13.7 37.6 35.2 6.9 3.4 2.7 1.4 75.8 13.5 36.6 34.3 6.8 3.4 2.6 1.4 70.8 13.7 37.6 35.2 6.9 3.4 2.7 1.4 80.8 77.8
k(3) = 1 60 44.2 7.7 14.7 13.5 15.5 3.2 3.0 2.2 53.0 7.4 14.3 13.1 15.1 3.0 2.9 2.1 44.1 7.7 14.7 13.5 15.5 3.2 3.0 2.2 67.1 52.2

100 67.1 9.9 27.4 23.5 25.4 4.1 3.7 2.6 77.9 9.7 26.9 23.1 24.8 4.0 3.6 2.6 66.3 9.9 27.4 23.5 25.4 4.1 3.7 2.6 85.3 77.8
k(6) = 1 60 37.6 0 6.8 6.5 7.7 8.0 7.8 8.3 50.1 0 6.7 6.3 7.4 8.0 7.5 8.0 37.3 0 6.8 6.5 7.7 8.0 7.8 8.3 61.0 44.1

100 56.3 0 12.5 11.5 13.0 12.0 13.2 12.2 76.6 0 12.2 11.3 12.6 11.7 13.0 11.9 55.1 0 12.5 11.5 13.0 12.0 13.2 12.2 84.5 69.7
un ∼ t10

06 60 5.3 5.3 1.1 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.1 5.2 4.9 1.0 0.6 0.7 0.8 1.1 1.0 5.3 5.3 1.1 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.1 5.3 4.5
100 5.4 5.4 1.2 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.9 1.1 5.8 5.1 1.1 0.8 0.6 0.9 0.9 1.0 5.4 5.4 1.2 0.8 0.6 1.0 0.9 1.1 4.4 5.2

k(1) = 1 60 45.8 9.0 40.6 3.4 2.6 1.1 1.7 1.2 47.0 8.6 39.9 3.3 2.5 1.0 1.7 1.1 45.8 9.0 40.6 3.4 2.6 1.1 1.7 1.2 48.9 49.7
100 66.7 14.2 60.7 6.1 4.8 2.1 1.7 1.1 67.9 14.0 59.7 6.0 4.8 2.1 1.6 1.1 66.7 14.2 60.7 6.1 4.8 2.1 1.7 1.1 68.8 68.1

k(2) = 1 60 45.4 11.9 21.5 18.8 4.9 3.0 3.8 2.3 50.9 11.7 21.1 18.5 4.9 3.0 3.7 2.2 45.2 11.9 21.5 18.8 4.9 3.0 3.8 2.3 65.9 51.7
100 68.1 14.7 33.9 33.1 7.3 4.3 2.8 1.8 75.8 14.6 33.3 32.7 7.2 4.3 2.8 1.8 67.7 14.7 33.9 33.1 7.3 4.3 2.8 1.8 85.1 75.5

k(3) = 1 60 45.9 11.0 15.4 13.7 16.4 3.4 5.4 3.3 54.0 10.9 14.9 13.5 15.9 3.4 5.4 3.2 45.7 11.0 15.4 13.7 16.4 3.4 5.4 3.3 71.4 54.4
100 69.3 13.0 26.3 24.4 26.9 5.4 5.0 4.1 80.7 12.8 25.7 24.0 26.4 5.2 5.0 4.0 68.8 13.0 26.3 24.4 26.9 5.4 5.0 4.1 89.5 79.4

k(6) = 1 60 41.3 0 8.1 7.2 8.2 8.3 10.6 9.0 54.3 0 8.0 7.0 8.0 8.1 10.2 8.7 40.9 0 8.1 7.2 8.2 8.3 10.6 9.0 66.3 48.0
100 59.9 0 13.1 12.4 13.8 12.5 14.7 13.3 81.9 0 12.9 12.1 13.4 12.4 14.4 13.0 58.6 0 13.1 12.4 13.8 12.5 14.7 13.3 89.9 73.9
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Table 7: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in ARCH(6) models under the
local alternative γ/

√
T .

γ′ = 7/k(1)× T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s DS LK
(1k(1) , 0k−k(1)) H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H04 H05 H06 H0 H0

un ∼ N(0, 1)

k(1) = 1 60 47.4 8.6 41.7 3.4 2.1 1.0 1.6 1.1 47.8 8.1 41.0 3.3 1.9 0.9 1.6 1.0 47.4 8.6 41.7 3.4 2.1 1.0 1.6 1.1 46.9 48.6
100 67.5 7.2 64.6 2.8 2.0 0.8 1.2 0.6 67.9 6.9 63.7 2.8 2.0 0.8 1.1 0.5 67.4 7.2 64.6 2.8 2.0 0.8 1.2 0.6 54.6 68.1

k(2) = 1 60 43.9 8.5 20.2 19.7 4.0 2.1 2.0 1.1 48.2 8.2 19.6 19.2 3.9 2.0 1.9 1.1 43.6 8.5 20.2 19.7 4.0 2.1 2.0 1.1 60.2 50.3
100 58.6 7.7 30.7 28.9 3.9 2.1 1.3 0.8 63.4 7.5 29.6 28.3 3.8 2.0 1.3 0.8 58.2 7.7 30.7 28.9 3.9 2.1 1.3 0.8 67.0 65.2

k(3) = 1 60 41.8 6.9 13.6 12.5 15.0 3.0 2.6 1.9 50.3 6.7 13.4 12.1 14.6 2.9 2.6 1.8 41.5 6.9 13.6 12.5 15.0 3.0 2.6 1.9 64.2 50.3
100 55.1 5.5 21.5 19.2 20.0 2.7 2.4 0.6 62.2 5.5 20.9 18.5 19.5 2.7 2.4 0.6 54.2 5.5 21.5 19.2 20.0 2.7 2.4 0.6 70.8 63.7

k(6) = 1 60 34.4 0 6.5 6.2 6.5 7.3 7.1 7.0 46.0 0 6.4 5.9 6.2 7.1 7.0 6.5 34.3 0 6.5 6.2 6.5 7.3 7.1 7.0 58.6 40.8
100 43.7 0 8.3 8.1 8.7 8.8 9.9 8.8 59.6 0 7.9 7.9 8.5 8.6 9.5 8.6 42.7 0 8.3 8.1 8.7 8.8 9.9 8.8 68.0 54.9

un ∼ t10

k(1) = 1 60 46.0 8.8 41.1 3.4 2.1 1.1 1.6 1.4 47.0 8.6 40.3 3.4 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.4 45.8 8.8 41.1 3.4 2.1 1.1 1.6 1.4 47.2 48.2
100 62.7 9.2 58.6 4.0 2.6 1.3 1.0 1.1 63.3 9.1 57.5 3.8 2.6 1.3 1.0 1.1 62.6 9.2 58.6 4.0 2.6 1.3 1.0 1.1 57.7 63.9

k(2) = 1 60 42.6 10.4 20.3 18.4 4.4 3.2 3.0 1.8 47.8 10.3 20.0 18.0 4.4 3.1 2.9 1.8 42.5 10.4 20.3 18.4 4.4 3.2 3.0 1.8 63.5 49.4
100 60.4 10.3 29.7 29.1 5.0 2.6 2.2 1.3 66.9 10.0 29.2 28.1 4.9 2.6 2.1 1.2 60.0 10.3 29.7 29.1 5.0 2.6 2.2 1.3 74.3 67.7

k(3) = 1 60 45.8 10.1 15.6 13.7 16.1 3.3 5.2 2.5 54.9 10.0 15.1 13.5 16.0 3.2 5.2 2.5 45.7 10.1 15.6 13.7 16.1 3.3 5.2 2.5 68.8 53.7
100 58.1 7.7 20.7 20.3 22.2 3.4 3.3 1.7 67.7 7.4 20.3 20.0 21.9 3.2 3.2 1.7 57.5 7.7 20.7 20.3 22.2 3.4 3.3 1.7 78.5 68.4

k(6) = 1 60 37.9 0 7.7 6.3 6.9 7.7 9.9 8.6 50.7 0 7.5 6.3 6.9 7.6 9.7 8.5 37.6 0 7.7 6.3 6.9 7.7 9.9 8.6 65.5 46.3
100 47.8 0 9.3 9.4 10.0 9.8 9.9 8.8 65.6 0 9.2 9.2 9.7 9.5 9.7 8.3 46.8 0 9.3 9.4 10.0 9.8 9.9 8.8 77.6 58.3

40



Table 8: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in random coefficient models with
k = 2.

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s χ̄2 t
H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 FWER H01 H02 H0 H0

εn ∼ N(0, 1)
(0 0) 100 5.1 4.6 3.0 1.8 4.9 3.3 2.1 1.3 4.8 4.8 3.0 1.9 5.1 5.1

200 4.6 4.3 2.0 2.3 4.8 3.5 1.7 1.9 4.7 4.7 2.0 2.7 4.5 4.8
(0.5 0) 100 64.1 4.5 58.9 4.5 55.6 4.1 54.1 4.1 60.6 4.5 59.7 4.5 67.8 18.7

200 86.2 4.7 84.5 4.7 81.6 4.5 81.2 4.5 85.1 4.7 85.0 4.7 88.1 31.0
(0.5 0.5) 100 66.6 0 44.8 51.2 58.1 0 41.0 46.7 65.2 0 44.9 51.4 70.0 11.6

200 93.5 0 77.4 63.7 83.3 0 74.1 61.5 88.0 0 77.7 64.1 96.0 49.4
εn ∼ t5

(0 0) 100 7.4 7.0 3.5 3.8 6.4 4.6 2.3 2.6 7.3 7.3 3.7 4.0 7.0 5.4
200 6.7 6.5 3.2 4.0 5.7 4.6 2.3 2.9 6.8 6.8 3.3 4.2 5.9 3.7

(0.5 0) 100 23.7 3.7 21.7 3.7 19.0 3.0 17.7 3.0 23.7 3.8 22.3 3.8 24.3 4.1
200 52.8 4.7 48.3 4.7 44.8 4.4 43.5 4.4 50.6 4.9 49.2 4.9 54.2 11.4

(0.5 0.5) 100 39.1 0 24.1 27.3 32.4 0 21.0 23.5 39.0 0 24.4 27.6 38.4 3.6
200 56.8 0 40.5 36.5 47.4 0 36.8 33.4 54.0 0 41.1 37.0 62.2 13.3
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Table 9: Estimated probabilities in percentages of rejecting H0, FWER and H0i in random coefficient models with
k = 3.

γ′ T MinP-sc MinP-st MinP-s χ̄2 t
H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H0 FWER H01 H02 H03 H0 H0

εn ∼ N(0, 1)
(0 0 0) 100 5.2 5.1 1.9 1.6 2.2 5.4 4.2 1.5 1.3 2.0 5.3 5.3 2.0 1.7 2.3 4.8 5.9

200 5.7 5.4 2.2 1.5 1.8 5.8 4.9 2.0 1.4 1.7 5.7 5.7 2.3 1.7 2.0 5.1 4.2
(0.5 0 0) 100 50.6 4.0 46.7 2.3 2.0 44.5 3.5 42.9 2.2 1.7 48.7 4.1 47.2 2.4 2.1 52.5 9.9

200 90.9 9.9 87.2 6.0 4.4 85.5 9.8 85.0 5.9 4.4 88.2 9.9 87.7 6.0 4.4 93.6 41.1
(0.5 0.5 0) 100 67.9 3.1 45.2 34.1 3.1 56.0 2.8 43.0 31.7 2.8 61.1 3.1 45.8 34.6 3.1 77.1 15.0

200 84.1 5.0 49.0 54.8 5.0 69.4 4.8 47.6 52.4 4.8 73.2 5.1 49.2 55.0 5.1 91.0 24.5
(0.4 0.4 0.4) 100 62.5 0 33.3 21.6 31.2 51.6 0 31.1 20.0 29.0 57.6 0 33.9 22.1 31.6 72.0 7.6

200 89.6 0 57.4 48.7 55.1 78.8 0 55.9 48.0 53.8 82.2 0 57.5 48.8 55.3 94.8 32.9
εn ∼ t5

(0 0 0) 100 5.7 5.3 1.7 2.1 2.0 5.5 4.4 1.4 1.9 1.6 5.6 5.6 1.8 2.1 2.2 5.5 4.8
200 5.5 5.1 1.8 1.7 1.9 5.5 4.1 1.4 1.4 1.7 5.4 5.4 1.9 1.8 2.1 5.7 4.4

(0.6 0 0) 100 27.6 5.0 22.0 2.3 2.9 23.5 4.6 20.0 2.1 2.7 26.7 5.3 23.2 2.4 3.1 29.7 6.0
200 62.3 6.6 59.4 3.1 3.7 57.1 6.3 55.8 3.0 3.5 61.3 6.6 60.3 3.1 3.8 61.6 14.8

(0.5 0.5 0) 100 51.5 2.6 30.7 18.2 2.6 39.8 2.5 28.8 17.1 2.5 43.2 2.6 31.8 18.7 2.6 61.3 17.1
200 66.3 3.4 44.8 46.8 3.4 59.8 3.3 42.9 44.8 3.3 64.1 3.4 45.2 47.2 3.4 71.7 18.8

(0.4 0.4 0.4) 100 48.3 0 20.6 18.1 17.3 36.6 0 19.2 16.4 15.8 41.6 0 21.0 18.3 17.6 57.0 5.0
200 59.6 0 22.6 20.1 27.1 43.4 0 21.4 18.4 26.0 47.8 0 23.1 20.4 27.6 71.6 10.5
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